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INTRODUCTION 
The Importance of Adolescent Friendships 
The two central social relations of adolescents are their families and their friends 
(Bukowski et al., 1996). Family relations are important for the development of adolescents' 
social competence (e.g. Peterson & Leigh, 1990). Together with family, friendships also 
foster adolescents' social and psychological development. Previous research has shown that 
adolescent friendships are different from and perhaps even more important than those in 
childhood (Berndt & Perry, 1990; Hartup, 1993). During adolescence, typically defined as 
the second decade of life, individuals develop more reciprocal intimate relationships with 
friends (i.e. Berndt, 1982; Bigelow & LaGaipa, 1990; Douvan & Adelson, 1966; Sullivan, 
1953). Furman and Buhrmester (1985) found that adolescents rated their friends as the 
primary source for meeting their reciprocal intimacy needs. Also, there appears to be a shift 
from a primary interest in friends as activity partners to insistence on loyalty and trust in 
friendship ties (Selman & Schultz, 1980). These features of adolescent friendships are not 
commonly found in children's friendships but become preeminent during the adolescent 
years (Hartup, 1993; Savin-Williams & Berndt, 1990). 
Since adolescent friendships are marked by a high level of emotional involvement 
and importance, as Youniss and Smollar (1985) indicate, a close friendship has perhaps the 
greatest potential for contributing to social development. Indeed, friendships provide 
adolescents with opportunities for intimacy and affection, provide support and 
companionship, and enhance self-esteem (e.g., Clark & Ayers, 1988; Peterson & Leigh, 
1990). These social and interpersonal skills and experiences are important for adolescents in 
their future close relationships (Bukowski & Boza, 1989; Hartup & Sancilio, 1986; Savin-
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Williams & Berndt, 1990; Sullivan, 1953). For example, Berndt and Keefe (1992) found that 
adolescents with supportive friendships became increasingly involved with school, while 
those who considered their friendships to be conflict-ridden and rivalrous became 
increasingly disruptive and troublesome. Given their importance for competent development, 
the processes or mechanisms that foster the establishment of close and supportive adolescent 
friendships should be a central focus of developmental inquiry. In this report, we investigate 
the influence of parenting behaviors on the quality of adolescent friendships. 
Linking Family to Friends 
Many researchers have shown that parents and friends each make important and 
unique contributions to the growth of adolescent interpersonal competence (e.g. Cotterell, 
1996; Parke & Kellam, 1994; Youniss & Smaller, 1985). Moreover, extensive research on 
family and friend relations has led to an interest in the linkages between the two domains, 
especially in terms of understanding how family relations influence adolescents' friendships 
(Ladd, 1992). For this study, we developed a model of intergenerational influence on the 
development of friendships . Before describing that model and the existing empirical support 
for it, we briefly review attachment and social learning perspectives on this issue. That 
review will demonstrate that our model draws heavily from both of these theoretical 
approaches. 
Attachment theory. Attachment theory argues that parent-child relations are 
important to the development of the child's future close relationships (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 
1980; Bretherton & Waters, 1985; Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986). Attachment theory proposes that 
children with histories of secure attachment with parents will internalize the quality of the 
parent-child relationship, which in turn lead children to show more initiative in relating to 
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peers and expect peers to be responsive to them (Sroufe & Fleeson, 1988). Consistent with 
these ideas, Kobak & Sceery (1988) found that secure-attached adolescents were rated less 
hostile and received high levels of support from friends and family. As Belsky and Cassidy 
(1994) pointed out, because attachment security should be especially predictive of close or 
intimate relationships, stronger and more consistent findings regarding the influence of 
attachment security have been found in studies that have examined children's interactions 
with close friends compared with studies that have examined children's interactions with 
peers in general. Studies on friendships in particular have shown that parent-child attachment 
was related to children's relations with their friends. For example, Park & Walters (1989) 
found secure-secure pairs were more harmonious, more responsive, and happier than secure-
insecure pairs in that secure-secure dyads more often negotiated a fair settlement, negotiated 
peacefully to settle issues, and reached agreement easily. Youngblade & Belsky (1992) also 
found that more positive and secure parent-child relationships were associated with more 
positive friendships, and more negative relationships with more negative friendships 
Furman and Wehner (1994) argue that as adolescents establish one type of 
relationship, they are likely to be influenced by their views and experiences in other types of 
relationships. Because the parent-child relationship is most central to the development of the 
attachment and caregiving systems, attachment experiences with parents are expected to have 
a strong influence on adolescent relationships with others. Studies on adolescents also have 
shown this association between the relations of peer and family domains. For example, 
Batholomew & Horowitz ( 1991) found a significant correlation between attachment ratings 
of friend and family. In their study, secure group obtained uniquely high ratings on the 
degree of intimacy of their friendships. Such findings suggest, consistent with attachment 
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theory, that the quality of adolescents' family relations have important implications for their . 
development of friendships. 
Social learning theory. Social learning theory focuses on the influence of parental 
attitudes and behaviors on children. Social learning theory predicts that children will learn 
specific social behaviors from family relations, such as conflict management and providing 
emotional support. The theory further proposes that children and adolescents will employ 
these behaviors in relationships with friends. For example, MacDonald (1992) found that 
children who received parental warmth were motivated to seek intimate relationships with 
friends, and therefore acquired warm and supportive friendships. Since family relationships 
remain important throughout adolescence (Collins, 1990; Doyle & Markiwicz, 1996; Stinson, 
1991), adolescents who have more reciprocal relationships with their parents and who 
receive more parental warmth should behave in similar ways with their same-aged friends; 
therefore, they should have more reciprocal and warm friendships. 
Common elements. From this discussion, it is clear that attachment and social 
learning theories propose that parental behaviors ultimately influence the quality of child and 
adolescent peer relationships. Both attachment theory and social learning theory are 
supportive of the. linkages between parent-adolescent relationships and adolescent 
relationships with friends. Belsky ( 1991) indicates that both attachment theory and social 
learning theory assume that harmonious family relationships are helpful for the development 
of other relationships, whereas conflicted parent-child exchanges would lead to problematic 
relationships with age-mates. 
Although attachment theory emphasizes the perceptions of attachment relations that 
are internalized into an individual' s personality structure and thereby provide "working 
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models" for later close relationships (Bowlby, 1973), Main and her colleagues (1985) pointed 
out that the working model does not reflect a static picture of the caregiver, but rather the 
history of the caregiver's responses. Therefore, the possible influences of parents' behaviors 
toward a child may constantly affect the child. Bartholomew (1993) indicates that recent 
research provides evidence for the intergenerational transmission of specific attachment 
patterns, presumably as mediated by parenting practices. For instance, in a study by Fonagy 
and his colleagues (1991), considering that internal working models may be heightened or 
attenuated as a function of parenting experiences, the researchers included the impact of 
mother' s childhood experiences on their current parenting styles when examining the 
relationship between mothers ' attachment during their childhood and its possible influence 
on subsequent infant-mother attachment. Although Fonagy suggests that parenting behaviors 
should be distinguished from the underlying organization and structure of the internal 
working model, the results showed parenting effects on later parent-child relationships. As a 
result, attachment theory and social learning theory converge in regard to the influences of 
parental behaviors, especially parenting practices, on adolescents ' relationships with their 
friends. We take this convergence into account in the development of the model that guides 
this study. 
A Model oflntergenerational Transmission 
As suggested by the literature just reviewed, parental warmth and control are 
important dimensions of parenting styles with significant influence on social development 
(Baurnrind, 1973; Becker, 1964; Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Parental warmth is also referred 
to as support, affection, nurturance, and acceptance. Parental warmth influences adolescents' 
prosocial behavior toward peers, whereas absence of parental warmth has been associated 
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with problems with peers. Becker (1964) and Rollins & Thomas (1979) indicate that parental 
warmth seems to foster children in successful peer relationships while low parental support, 
parental expression of hostility and aggression, and emotional unresponsiveness can lead to 
disturbed peer relations. Hinde & Tamplin (1983) found that children who received greater 
hostility from their mothers tended to show greater active hostility to peers. 
In sum, parental warmth appears to be an important correlate of the quality of 
children's peer relationships in general. However, few studies have examined the influence 
of parental warmth on adolescent's close friendships in particular. According to MacDonald 
(1992), parental warmth contributes to the development of a motivational system specifically 
relevant to friendship, characterized by reciprocal positive intimacy and affection exchanges. 
Thus, we hypothesized that parental warmth will have a positive influence on an adolescent's 
attitudes or behaviors toward a close friend. 
Other research suggests that, in addition to parental positive and negative affect as 
demonstrated by behaviors such as warmth, supportiveness, or hostility, parents' strategies 
for controlling or managing child and adolescent social behavior should also influence the 
development of friendships . Several studies (e.g., Becker, 1964; Hoffman, 1960) revealed 
that, whereas parents who employed power-assertive techniques tended to have children who 
were more aggressive and domineering toward peers, parents who relied on inductive 
methods of discipline tended to have children with more prosocial orientations. Dishion 
(1990) proposed that parents who employed inconsistent, coercive disciplinary styles would 
encourage children to develop higher levels of antisocial behavior and poorer peer relations. 
Data from the few relevant studies for adolescents are consistent with the pattern 
obtained for children. For example, Dlugokinski & Firestone (1974) reported that adolescents 
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who received maternal induction were rated by their classmates as more kind and 
considerate, but adolescents who received maternal power assertion tended to show the 
opposite pattern. Hoffman (1980) also argues that inductive reasoning facilitated adolescents ' 
prosocial behavior toward others. In a study of 444 seventh graders in the Detroit 
metropolitan area, Hoffman and Saltzstein (1967) found a negative association between 
mothers' power assertion and middle-class girls ' consideration for peers. On the other hand, 
they also found a positive association between mothers' induction and middle-class girls' 
consideration for other peers. Bar-Tai, Nadler, & Blechman (1980) investigated 159 Israeli 
boys and girls in the sixth grade and reported a positive relation between induction and the 
adolescents ' development of helping behavior. In particular, disciplinary practices of mothers 
were found to be more closely related to boys ' than girls' helping behavior. Recent studies 
have extended this work suggesting that harsh, demanding, and punitive discipline styles are 
associated with difficulties in children's friendships . Based on this previous research, we 
hypothesized that effective parental management, such as parental involvement and 
consistent discipline, will have a positive influence on an adolescent's behaviors toward a 
close friend . 
In sum, we propose that parental behaviors, including positive emotional 
expression and effective child management, will promote the ability of the adolescent to 
engage in prosocial behaviors toward close friends . By initiating socially competent 
behaviors toward friends, we expect that the adolescent increases the likelihood that both the 
adolescent and the friend will be pleased with their relationship. This mutual process leads 
to an increase in the friends ' similarity in attitudes and behaviors (Berndt & Perry, 1990), 
which determines the ongoing relationship quality with a friend . For example, Pettit and 
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colleagues (1988) found that parenting behavior, such as physical punishment, has a 
negative effect on peer relations which is mediated by the child's problem solving skills. 
Dishian (1990) found the impact of coercive parenting practices on peer relations is 
mediated by the child's antisocial behavior and skill deficits. Therefore, we expected that 
parental positive emotional expression and effective managerial behaviors would affect the 
adolescent's friendship quality indirectly through the adolescent's prosocial behaviors 
toward a close friend . 
There is good reason to expect that mothers' and fathers' affect and management 
would influence adolescent boys and girls differently. For example, Steinberg (1987) 
indicates that the emotional intensity of the mother-daughter relationship is much greater 
than the intensity of the father-daughter relationship. Although the same pattern exists for 
boys and parents, the distinctions between father-daughter and mother-daughter 
relationships are more extreme (also see Youniss & Smollar, 1985). Rosenkrantz, Vogel, 
Bee, Braverman, & Braverman, (1968) found that girls and women have a stronger need for 
"talking" and seeking emotional support than do boys and men. Girls emphasize intimacy 
more than boys both in early adolescence and late adolescence (Bigelow & La Gaipa, 1980). 
Buhrmester & <;:arbery (1992) also found that, beginning in early adolescence, girls reported 
somewhat more frequent interactions with friends, and they reported substantially higher 
levels of self-disclosure and emotional support than did boys in daily interactions. Berndt 
(1982), Rivenbark (1971), and Furman & Buhrmester (1985) reported similar results. 
Bronfenbrenner (1961a) also suggests that parental affect and control attempts might 
influence boys differently than girls in that girls, who receive more affection and praise than 
boys, are more responsive to discipline, while boys requires sterner treatment to achieve a 
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somewhat lower level of absolute compliance, and more often suffer from too little affection 
and authority than from too much. Because of these noted differences in parent-adolescent 
relationships as a function of gender, all analyses in this report examine possible gender 
differences in the theoretical model. 
Also important, previous studies of family influences on friendships have primarily 
focused on younger children, and the literature on the effects of parenting on adolescents is 
much less abundant. Besides, most previous studies in this area have used cross-sectional 
research designs which limit influences about the temp-oral order of hypothesized causal 
influences. The present study seeks to overcome some of these limitations by focusing on 
adolescents and their families over time. 
The theoretical model for the study is presented in Figure 1. Based on the theoretical 
perspective, we hypothesized that during middle adolescence, parents' affective and 
managerial behaviors would influence adolescent behaviors toward a close friend in late 
adolescence. Those late adolescent behaviors, in tum, were expected to affect the quality of 
friendship relations. In testing this model, we examined gender differences for both parents 
and adolescents. Because behaviors toward a close friend might simply represent the 
continuation of a.n earlier interactional style rather than parental influence, we included 
target's earlier behavior toward a sibling (i.e. an age-mate) in the model. 
Parents' Affect or 
Management Toward 
Target Adolescent 
1991-1992 
Target Adolescent's 
Behaviors Toward Sibling 
1991-1992 
Figure 1. Theoretical model 
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Target Adolescent's 
Behaviors Toward 
a Close Friend 
1995 
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METHOD 
Sample and Procedures 
We evaluated the model in Figure 1 using data from the Iowa Youth and Families 
Project (IYFP) and the Iowa Single Parent Project (ISPP). They are relatively large family 
studies with at least three waves of data in each, they are based on community samples rather 
than self-selected volunteers or clinical cases, and the samples are both from essentially the 
same rural settings with similar socioeconomic characteristics (Lorenz et al., 1997). 
The IYFP was initiated first, with its first wave of data collected in the early months of 
1989 from 451 families in an eight-county area in north central Iowa. A total of four waves 
of data were collected (1989, 1990, 1991, 1992) and the processes were the same for each 
assessment. Families were eligible to participate in the study if they had a target adolescent 
who was in seventh grade and was living with both of his or her biological parents and with a 
sibling within 4 years of his or her age. Eligible families were identified through contacts 
with the 34 public and private schools in the eight counties (Lorenz et al., 1997). Names and 
addresses of seventh grade targets and their parents were obtained from all schools in 
communities of 6,500 or less in the identified counties. Families were sent a letter explaining 
the project and were subsequently contacted by telephone and asked to participate. Of the 
eligible families, 78% agreed to participate (Conger et al., 1994). Family median income 
from all sources for the past year (1988) was $33,375. The median education for fathers and 
mothers was 13 years, and their median ages were 39 (fathers) and 37(mothers) years. The 
average number of family numbers was 4.95 . The seventh-grade target adolescents ranged in 
age from 12 to 14 years (M=l2.61). 
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Interviewers visited each family in their home for approximately two hours on each 
of two occasions per year. During the first visit, each of the four family members completed 
a set of questionnaires focusing upon individual family member characteristics and family 
economic circumstances. During the second visit to the home, which occurred within two 
weeks of the first, the four family members were videotaped as they engaged in several 
structured interaction tasks. A trained interviewer began the session by asking each 
individual to complete independently a short questionnaire designed to identify issues of 
concern that led to disagreements within the family (e.g. chores, recreation, money, etc). The 
family members were then asked to gather around a table and were given a set of cards with 
questions to read and discuss. All four family members were involved in this first task which 
lasted 35 minutes. 
The cards for the first task asked general questions about family life such as 
approaches to parenting, performance in school, household chores, and important family 
events. The questions on the cards covered topics similar to those in the questionnaires 
completed by individual family members. After explaining the procedures, the interviewer 
left the room and the family members discussed among themselves each of the items listed 
on the cards andccontinued talking until the interviewer returned. The video camera recorded 
the family's interaction during the discussion of the issues raised by the task cards. After the 
first task was completed, the interviewer returned, stopped the discussion, and described the 
second task which proceeded in a similar fashion. 
The second interaction task, 15 minutes in length, also involved all four family 
members. For this task, the interviewers selected three topics based on the questionnaires 
completed at the beginning of the visit. The family members were asked to discuss and try to 
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solve the issues that they had identified as most problematic. The third task involved only the 
siblings and was 15 minutes in length. The siblings discussed things they do together, how 
they resolve disagreements and their plans for the future . The fourth task involved just the 
married couple and lasted 30 minutes. The couple was asked to discuss the history and 
current status of their relationship, areas of agreement and disagreement (e.g. parenting, 
finances, and their plans for the future) . Trained observers rated several dimensions of family 
interaction and family member characteristics from the videotapes. A separate, independent 
coder was used for each task (Conger et al. , 1994:62-63). 
The ISPP was initiated 2 years after the IYFP began. Data were collected from an 
initial sample of210 mother-headed households in 1991, 1992, and 1993 . The households 
were selected because they had target adolescents who were approximately the same age as 
those in the IYFP. Especially important, in 1991 one-half of the ISPP target adolescents were 
ninth graders, as were the IYFP target adolescents. These two cohorts of over 550 
adolescents were combined to become the Family Transitions Project in 1994. 
In the ISPP, mothers were screened according to the criteria that they were 
permanently separated from their husbands, that the separation had occurred within the past 2 
years, that the husbands from whom they separated were the biological parents of the target 
adolescents, and that each target adolescent had a sibling within 3 years of his or her age. As 
in the IYFP, families meeting the study criteria were identified through the school system. 
The study centered around the same counties as in the IYFP, but was expanded to include 
enough counties to produce the needed sample meeting the selection criteria. Of the divorced 
women who met the study criteria, 99% agreed to participate (Lorenz, et al. , 1997:223). 
Family median income from all sources for the past year (1990) was $20,800. The median 
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education for mothers was 13 years, and their median ages were 38. The target adolescents 
ranged in age from 13 to 16 years (M=l4.33). The measures and procedures were the same as 
those for the IYFP except for the omission of the couple discussion of marital relationships 
(Task 4). 
As noted, the sample for the present study involves IYFP and ISPP target adolescents 
who were ninth graders in 1991 . We used data for these youth collected in 1991, 1992 and 
1995. In 1995, the target adolescents were interviewed with a person who was not a member 
of their family of origin : a spouse or romantic partner, a boyfriend or girlfriend, or a close 
friend . Targets were asked to complete the interview with a spouse or steady romantic 
relation if they had one. If not, they completed the interview with a close friend . The target 
adolescent and friend or significant other completed two tasks that followed the same format 
as the marital interaction and problem solving tasks described earlier. Task 5 (couple 
interaction) lasted 25 minutes and included topics such as how the pair spends time together, 
similarities and differences in their goals, and relationships with each other's families. Task 6 
(problem-solving) lasted 15 minutes. The two people were asked to discuss and try to resolve 
problems regarding 3 of 28 possible topics selected for them based on questionnaires they 
completed earlier. Topics included future plans, how the pair spends time together, and 
activities with friends . In this study we focus on the target adolescents (N=270) who 
answered questionnaires and completed videotaped interviews with a friend and who had 
complete data on the variables of interest. 
Both the target adolescent and his/her close friend were asked to fill out the 
questionnaires on friendships and their interactions were videotaped and coded by trained 
observers (Task 5 and Task 6). Therefore, questionnaires answered by the target adolescent 
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and his/her close friend, and the observer's report of behavioral interactions are available in 
1995. The combined data set that includes friendship reports contained 270 target 
adolescents, with 141 girls and 129 boys. Because the ISPP doesn't include fathers' 
observational data, the fathers' influence on adolescent friendships is based on the IYFP data 
only, which includes 218 target adolescents, with 110 girls and 108 boys. In addition, 
because over 90% of the friendship dyads involved same-sex friends, no attempt was made to 
subdivide the sample by gender composition of the friendship pairs. 
Measures 
The IYFP and the ISPP used the same measures of constructs. In calculating scales, the 
same items from 1991 and 1992 were averaged to get the mean score across years. To reduce 
the loss in cases from missing data, subjects are retained even if they have complete data 
only for 1991 or 1992. The observational coding system for all the observational measures 
was the Iowa Interaction Rating Scales (Melby et al., 1989). For each observer rating, scores 
range from 1 = not at all characteristic of the person being rated to 9 = highly characteristic 
of the person being rated 
Observer ratings of positive and negative emotions. For both parents and target 
adolescents, the .observer measures of warm or supportive behavior include 3 scales: warmth, 
prosocial behavior, and listener responsiveness. The measures of hostile behavior also 
include 3 scales: hostility, antisocial behavior, and angry coercion (Melby et al., 1989). 
Previous research indicated that a difference score (i.e., warmth minus hostility) has better 
predictive validity than hostility and warmth used as separate measures (Matthews, et al. , 
1996). Therefore, when evaluating behaviors of parents toward adolescents and adolescents 
toward others, we created difference scores reflecting the degree of warmth minus hostility. 
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Warmth reflects verbal and nonverbal expressions of caring, affection, affirmation. 
Hostility includes behaviors that were angry, critical, disapproving, or rejecting of the other 
interactor' s behaviors, actions, appearance, or personal characteristics. Therefore, by taking 
warmth minus hostility, the difference score suggests that close relationships are primarily 
undermined when interactions are extremely hostile and not at all warm or supportive. 
Conversely, close relationships are likely to be enhanced when interactions are extremely 
supportive and not at all hostile. 
Pro social behaviors include the individual's tendency to relate to others in a 
cooperative, sensitive, helpful fashion and also reflect a willingness to comply with the 
wishes of the other interactor. Antisocial behaviors involved actions that were self-centered, 
defiant, insensitive, or immature. By taking prosocial behavior minus antisocial behavior, a 
high difference score indicates that the interactors are extremely prosocial toward each other 
and not at all antisocial. Following the same logic, a low difference score suggests that the 
interactors are extremely antisocial toward each other and not at all prosocial. 
Finally we used listener responsiveness minus angry coercion. Listener 
responsiveness indicates attention to, interest in, acknowledgement of, and validation of the 
verbalizations of.the other person through both verbal and nonverbal means. On the contrary, 
angry coercion includes attempts to change the other person's actions or thoughts in a hostile, 
threatening, or blaming manner. By taking listener responsiveness minus angry coercion, a 
high score indicates that the interactors pay attention to and show interest in each other's 
talking and don't attempt to change each other's thoughts. However, a low score indicates 
that the interactors don't acknowledge other person's thoughts or actions and attempt to 
change them. 
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Parental affect. Because Task 2, the problem-solving task, is designed to generate high 
levels of positive or negative emotion, we used observer's report for Task 2 from 1991 and 
1992. The parental affect construct includes 3 indicators. First, parental warmth toward target 
adolescent. net of hostility was obtained by subtracting the parental hostility score from the 
parental warmth score. The original items are evaluated ranging from 1 (low) to 9 (high). The 
indicator, thereby, ranges from -8 to +8, with a high score indicating a high level of warmth 
and low level of hostility. Second, parental prosocial behaviors toward target adolescent, net 
of antisocial was obtained by subtracting the parental antisocial score from the parental 
prosocial score. The original items are evaluated ranging from 1 (low) to 9 (high). As for 
warmth minus hostility, the indicator ranges from -8 to +8, with a high score indicating a 
high level of prosocial and low level of antisocial behavior toward target. Third, parental 
listener responsiveness toward target adolescent, net of angry coercion was obtained by 
subtracting the parental angry coercion score from the parental listener responsiveness score. 
As before, the indicator ranges from -8 to +8, with a high score indicating a high level of 
listener responsiveness and low level of angry coercion. 25% of the tapes for each tasks were 
coded by two observers independently. The median intraclass correlation for two observers' 
ratings of individual items comprising the indicators was acceptable (.60). 
Parental management. Because only Task 1 included ratings of parents' child 
management, we used observer's report for Task 1 from 1991 and 1992 to generate the 
management latent variable. The construct includes 2 indicators. First, parents' disciplinary 
style with the target adolescent was obtained by adding together observer ratings for 
inconsistent discipline (recoded), harsh discipline (recoded), encourages independence, and 
indulgent/permissive (recoded). Each original item ranges from l (low) to 9 (high), thus the 
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total score ranges from 4 to 36 with a high score indicating a high level of effective 
disciplinary behavior. Internal consistency (alpha) was .54 for mothers, .56 for fathers. The 
median intraclass correlation for 25% of the tasks rated by two independent observers was 
acceptable (.64). Second, parents' involvement in activities of the target adolescent was 
obtained by adding ratings for parental influence, child monitoring, inductive reasoning, 
quality time, consistent discipline, and positive reinforcement. Each original item ranges 
from 1 (low) to 9 (high), thus the total score ranges from 6 to 54 with a high score indicating 
highly effective parental involvement. Internal consistency (alpha) was .77 for mothers, .80 
for fathers. The median intraclass correlation for ratings of the individual items by two 
independent observers was acceptable (.56) . 
Target adolescent behaviors toward sibling. We evaluated the target adolescent's 
behaviors toward his/her sibling using ratings from Task 3 (the sibling task) in 1991 and 
1992. The construct for target emotional expression was estimated using the same indicators 
as described for parents: target adolescent warmth minus hostility, prosocial behavior minus 
antisocial behavior, and listener responsiveness minus angry coercion toward his/her siblings 
during task 3. Because management variables were only appropriate for parents and were 
only scored for parents, they were not assessed for target adolescents. The median intraclass 
correlation for ratings of the individual items by two independent observers was acceptable 
(.72). 
Target adolescent behaviors toward a close friend. In 1995 we used observers' reports 
for Task 5 and Task 6 to derive the same measure for target affect toward a close friend: 
target adolescent warmth toward a close friend, net of hostility; target adolescent prosocial 
behaviors toward a close friend, net of antisocial behavior; and target adolescent listener 
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responsiveness toward a close friend, net of angry coercion. The scores were calculated in the 
same way as described for parent affect toward the target adolescent. However, since we 
used both Task 5 and Task 6, the score for each indicator ranges from -16 to + 16 instead of -
8 to +8 . The median intraclass correlation for the individual item rated by two independent 
observers was acceptable (.74). 
Target adolescent relationship quality with the close friend: We used target's self-
report and friend's self-report of relationship quality in 1995 to evaluate the quality or 
closeness of their relationship. Our measure corresponds most closely with the positive 
aspects of Parker & Asher' s (1993) Friendship Quality Questionnaire. There are 2 indicators 
in our study: one is target's self-report, the other is friend's self-report. Target responded to 5 
items asking how often the friend : shows concern for your feel ings and problems; 
understands the way you feel about things; makes you feel calm and relaxed; makes you feel 
he/she is there when you need him/her; and makes you feel you can talk to him/her about 
your worries. The score for each of the original items ranges from 1 (never) to 5 (always). 
The total score for the summed scale ranges from 5 to 25 with a high score indicating a high 
level of relationship quality. The friend's self-report indicator was calculated in the same 
way. Internal consistency (alpha) was .87 for target report and .83 for friend report. 
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RESULTS 
Correlational Analyses 
Correlations, means and standard deviations for mother and target adolescents 
(including boys and girls) are shown in Table 1. With no exceptions, the correlations for 
indicators within a latent construct are much higher than those across constructs. For 
example, the correlations among the three indicators of mother affect (mother's warmth, 
prosocial behaviors, and listener responsiveness toward the target adolescent) range from 
. 77 to . 84 for girls and from . 70 to . 78 for boys, which are much higher than the correlations 
of these indicators with indicators of other latent variables. For girls all nine correlations of 
the three indicators of mother affect and the three indicators of adolescent behavior toward a 
close friend (adolescent 's warmth, prosocial behaviors and listener responsiveness toward a 
close friend) are positive and significant, consistent with the theoretical model. For boys, 
however, only the correlation between mother's prosocial behaviors toward target 
adolescent and target adolescent's prosocial behavior toward friend is significant. On the 
other hand, both indicators of mother management (mother's disciplinary style and child 
monitoring) are significantly correlated with adolescent's warmth and prosocial behaviors 
toward a close friend for boys, whereas only mother's disciplinary style is significantly 
correlated with the three indicators of adolescent behaviors toward a close friend for girls. 
Also, the mean scores for self-report relationship quality for adolescent girls and their best 
friends (22.81 & 22.43, respectively) are higher than those for self-report relationship quality 
for adolescent boys and their best friends (20.25 for both) . These gender differences in the 
correlational findings underscore the importance of evaluating such differences in more 
formal tests of the theoretical model. 
Table 1. Correlations, means, and standard deviations for study variables for mother/target (including girls and boys) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO 11 12 13 
1. Mother's disciplinary style .68** .42* .43** .40** .37** .36** .34** .20* .18* .20* .14 .05 
2. Mother's involvement .71 ** .37* .38** .42** .40** .40** .36** .10 .07 .07 .11 .01 
3. Mother (net) warmth to target .36** .29** .84** .77** .29** .32** .24** .32** .27** .22** -.02 .03 
4. Mother (net) prosocial behavior to target .49** .41 ** .78** .79** .25** .25** .20* .32** .24** .24** -.02 .04 
5. Mother (net) listener responsiveness to target .49** .35** .70* .77** .30** .30** .28** .23** .21* .17* .05 .01 
6. Target (net) warmth behavior to sibling .25** .39** .19* .26** .20* .91** .81** .34** .38** .32** .09 .05 
7. Target (net) prosocial behavior to sibling .36** .44** .23* .31 ** .26* .87** .84** .33** .35** .33** .06 .05 
8. Target (net) listener responsiveness to sibling .22** .26** .08 .19* .14 .79** .79** .26** .29** .32** .11 .04 
9. Target (net) warmth behavior to friend .20* .24** .08 .13 .03 .20* .13 .06 .90** .81 ** .15 .25** 
10. Target (net) prosocial behavior to friend .21 * .29** .08 .18* .05 .24** .21* .13 .84** .85** .20* .24** N 
11. Target (net) listener responsiveness to friend .08 . IO -.03 .01 -.05 .09 .06 .08 .62** .62** .16 .24** 
12 . Target report friendship quality .05 .18* .07 -.04 -.01 .14 .10 .03 .27** .26** .18* .48** 
13 . Friend report friendship quality .07 .13 .10 .02 .03 . 13 .06 .07 .23* .15 .19* .45** 
Girl Mean 24 .18 33 .98 -2 .98 -0.38 0.84 -l.36 -0 .47 0.76 1.39 2.33 8.62 22.81 22.43 
(SD) (3 .87) (5 .99) (2.43) (2.58) (2 .98) (3 .74) (3 .62) (3 .68) (5 .64) (6.42) (5.45) (2.45) (2.61) 
Boy Mean 24.04 33.81 -2 .72 -0.27 l.03 -l.83 -0 .96 0.21 -0.19 -0.11 5.98 20.25 20.25 
(SD) (4 .27) (6.11) (2 .35) (2.54) (2.78) (3.19) (3 .19) (2 .86) (5 .26) (5 .76) (4.94) (3 .35) (3 .30) 
Notes: Correlations for girls (N= 141) above diagonal, boys (N= 129) below diagonal * p<. 05 * * p<. 01 
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Table 2 provides the correlations, means and standard deviations for father and target 
adolescent (including boys and girls) variables. The pattern for father and target adolescent 
correlations is similar to that for mother and target adolescent correlations. However, there 
are some differences. For example, the table shows that the correlations between father affect 
toward target adolescent and target adolescent girl's behavior toward a close friend are 
weaker than those for mothers and girls in Table 1. In general, the correlations in Table 2 
tend to be smaller in magnitude than those in Table 1. With these basic descriptive analyses 
in mind, we tum to formal tests of the theoretical model. 
Structural Equation Models 
Latent-variable structural equation models were used to evaluate the empirical 
credibility of the proposed theoretical process. Maximum likelihood estimates of the model 
coefficients were obtained by using both the AMOS (Arbuckle, 1997) and LISREL (Joreskog 
& Sorbom, 1996) software packages. Considering adolescent behaviors in continuity, the 
residuals for the three indicators of adolescent behaviors toward sibling and a close friend 
were allowed to correlate (i.e. the residual for adolescent's warmth toward sibling was 
correlated with the residual for the adolescent's warmth toward a close friend, and so on.) 
This procedure adjusts for biases in measurement that may be correlated across time (Bollen, 
1989). Considering the possible gender differences, all of the following models are evaluated 
separately for mothers and fathers as well as for boys and girls. 
Table 3 shows the standardized factor loadings for latent constructs for the affect 
models for boys and girls. At the beginning, we controlled parents' education level and 
family per captia income. Since none of the control variables changed the pattern of the 
coefficients in the models, we only presented the models without those control variables. All 
Table 2. Correlations, means, and standard deviations for study variables for father/target (including girls and boys) 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Father's disciplinary style .58** .36** .43* .25* .35** .40** .44** .23* .23* .19* .12 .03 
2. Father's involvement .57** .28** .44* .19* .29** .31** .32** .12 .16 .07 .13 .07 
3. Father (net) warmth behavior to target .43** .33** .79* .56* .22* .27** .22* .20* .19* . 15 -. 13 .03 
4. Father (net) prosocial behavior to target .49** .30** .87** .57* .18 .25** .23* .26** .27** .20* -.02 .02 
5. Father (net) listener responsiveness to target .35** .17 .70** .76** .19 .20* .12 .17 .14 .13 -.16 -.04 
6. Target (net) warmth behavior to sibling .22* .20* .26** .27* .23* .91** .79** .35** .42** .34** .01 .02 
7. Target (net) prosocial behavior to sibling .33** .27** .36** .38* .35* .86** .84** .34** .38** .33** -.02 .02 
8. Target (net) listener responsiveness to sibling .20* .09 .23* .27* .26* .79** .78** .29** .33** .35** .07 .02 
9. Target (net) wam1th behavior to friend .22* .22* .09 .05 -.07 .27** .19* .15 .90** .83** .16 .35** N 
w 
10. Target (net) prosocial behavior to friend .27** .20* .12 .12 .06 .28** .26** .18 .85** .86** .24* .32** 
11 . Target (net) listener responsiveness to friend .14 .12 .09 .03 .01 .17 .11 .20* .58** .57** .18 .30** 
12 . Target report friendship quality .10 .21 * .07 .04 -.04 .14 .09 .05 .25** .26** .19 .49** 
13 . Friend report friendship quality .16 .11 .00 -.02 -.07 .11 .01 . l l .20* .16 .21 * .44** 
Girl Mean 24.57 30.98 -2 .25 -0.07 l.41 -1.42 -0.36 0.78 l.33 2.35 8.79 22.94 22 .53 
(SD) (3 .79) (6.43) (2 .12) (2 .25) (2 .00) (3.67) (3 .69) (3 .72) (5.73) (6.60) (5 .51) (2.43) (2 .63) 
Boy Mean 24.10 32.82 -2.85 -0 .69 0 .54 -1.72 -0.93 0.19 0 .11 0.19 6.13 20 .51 20 .33 
(SD) (4.1 l) (6.34) (2.46) (2 .56) (2 .33) (3 .07) (3 .17) (2 .82) (5 .34) (5.70) (4.47) (3.40) (3.35) 
Notes: Correlations for girls (N=l 10) above diagonal, boys (N=108) below diagonal* p<.05 ** p<.01 
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Table 3: Standardized factor loadings for latent constructs for the affect models 
Mother Model Father Model 
Study Variables Girls BO}:'.S Girls BO}:'.S 
Parent's Affect toward Adolescent 
1. Warmth, net of hostility .91 .84 .88 .89 
2. Prosocial behavior, net of antisocial beh .92 .93 .90 .97 
3. Listen resEonsiveness, net of angry coer .86 .83 .63 .78 
Adolescent's Behavior toward Sibling 
1. Warmth, net of hostility .94 .94 .93 .93 
2. Prosocial behavior, net of antisocial beh .97 .93 .98 .93 
3. Listen resEonsiveness, net of angry coer .87 .85 .86 .85 
Adolescent's Behavior toward Friend 
1. Warmth, net of hostility .93 .91 .93 .92 
2. Prosocial behavior, net of antisocial beh .97 .92 .97 .92 
3. Listen responsiveness, net of angry co er .88 .68 .89 .64 
Adolescent's Relationship Quality with Friend 
1. Target report of relationship quality .60 .78 .55 .78 
2. Friend reEort of relationship quality .81 .58 .89 .57 
of the factor loadings were statistically significant and they ranged from .55 to .98, most were 
above .80. For example, in the mother-girl affect model, mother warmth loaded .91 on the 
parental affect construct. Similar coefficients were generated for all of the behavioral 
constructs, suggesting robust relationships between the proposed indicators and the latent 
variables of interest. 
Table 4 shows the standardized factor loadings for latent constructs for the 
management models for boys and girls. All of the factor loadings were statistically 
significant, suggesting a good fit between the empirical indicators and the latent constructs. 
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Table 4: Standardized factor loadings for latent constructs for the management models 
Mother Model Father Model 
Study Variables Girls Boys Girls Boys 
Parent's Management to Adolescent 
1. Disciplinary strategies .77 .73 .86 .84 
2. Parental involvement .88 .97 .67 .68 
Adolescent's Behavior toward Sibling 
1. Warmth, net of hostility .94 .94 .93 .93 
2. Prosocial behavior, net of antisocial beh .97 .94 .97 .93 
3. Listen responsiveness, net of angry coer .87 .85 .86 .85 
Adolescent's Behavior toward Friend 
1. Warmth, net of hostility .92 .90 .93 .92 
2. Prosocial behavior, net of antisocial beh .97 .92 .97 .92 
3. Listen responsiveness, net of angry coer .88 .68 .89 .64 
Adolescent's Relationship Quality with Friend 
1. Target report ofrelationship quality .60 .79 .56 .77 
2. Friend report of relationship quality .80 .57 .89 .57 
Based on the model proposed in Figure 1, the standardized path coefficients with T-
values for the affect and management models for boys and girls are shown in Table 5. The 
table shows that mother's affect was a significant predictor of adolescent girls' behaviors 
toward a close friend (12*=. l 9, t =2.24), but that father's affective behaviors had only a 
marginally significant relationship ( 12*=.1 6, ! =1.62) with adolescent girls' behaviors toward 
a close friend . It is important to note that these parental effects were net of earlier affect 
expressed by the target adolescents to siblings. However, neither mother nor father affect had 
a significant relationship with boys' behaviors toward a close friend ( 12*=.08, ! =.80 & 
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Table 5. Standardized path coefficients with T-values (in parentheses) and tests for 
the fit of the models 
Mother Model Father Model 
Study Variables Girls Boys Girls Boys 
Affect model 
••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••o uoooooooooooooo•••••••••• .. •••• • • •••• •••• .. ••••• ••••• .. ••• ••••• •••••• •o• n ••• •••••• ••••••••••• .. ••• • •••••• .. 00 0 .. 00000 0 0 ...... ,,,,,,,, , ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,,,,,,,, .. ,, .... ,,,, ,,,,,, .... ,,,,, ,,, , ,,,,,,,, , 
Structural (path) Coefficients from 
1. Parents affect to adolescent toward friend .19 * .08 .16 * .00 
2. Adolescent affect to sibling to adolescent to friend .32 * .17 * .36 * .26 * 
3. Adolescent affect to friend to relationship quality .32 * .36 * .38 * .36 * 
Association coefficients from 
parent to adolescent to adolescent to sibling .32 * .29 * .29 * .36 * 
R-square for adolescent behavior to friend .18 .05 .19 .07 
R-square for relationship quality .10 .13 .15 .13 
Tests for model fit 
Chi-square (d.f.=37) 34.68 35.33 37.65 31.88 
Goodness-of-fit index .96 .95 .94 .95 
Adjusted goodness-of-fit index .92 .92 .90 .91 
-~~-~.~S..~~-~~~ .. ~g.9.~.~··········· ········ ·· · ·· · ············ ··········· ······················ ··········· · ··· · · ·· · · ···· ·········· ················· ······················································· · ·· 
Structural (path) Coefficients from 
1. Parents management to adolescent toward friend -.05 .26 * .07 .26 * 
2. Adolescent affect to sibling to adoelscent to friend 
.41 * .08 .37 * .18 * 
3. Adolescent affect to friend to relationship quality .32 * .36 * .38 * .36 * 
Association coefficients from 
parent to adolescent to adolescent to sibling .48 * .44 * .49 * .34 * 
R-square for adolescent behavior to friend .15 .10 .17 .13 
R-square for relationship quality .10 .13 .15 .13 
Tests for model fit 
Chi-square ( d.f. =28) 19.38 32.78 29.32 29.53 
Goodness-of-fit index .97 .95 .95 .95 
Adjusted goodness-of-fit index .95 .91 .90 .90 
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Q*=.00, 1=.0l, respectively). The results also demonstrated significant continuity or stability . 
in adolescent behavior over time. For example, for the mothers' and girls' model, adolescent 
behavior to the sibling was significantly related to the adolescent's later behavior to a close 
friend (Q*=.32, 1=3 .08). Without exception, target adolescent behaviors toward a close friend 
significantly predicted his/her friendship quality with the close friend . 
The standardized path coefficients with T-values for the management models for boys 
and girls are also shown in Table 5. Parents' management behaviors had a significant effect 
on adolescent boys' behaviors toward a close friend (Q*=.26, 1 =2.32 & Q*=.26, 1=2.13, for 
mother and father, respectively), but not on adolescent girls ' behaviors toward a close friend 
(Q*=-.05, 1 = -.51 & Q*=.07, 1=.62 respectively) . Coefficients reflecting adolescent behavioral 
continuity or stability were statistically significant for mother/girl and father/girl 
management models, but were not significant for the mother/boy management model 
(Q*=.08, 1 =.81) or father/boy management model (Q*=.18, 1 =1.62) . The last coefficient was 
marginally significant. Again, target adolescent behaviors toward a close friend significantly 
predicted his/her friendship quality with the close friend . For all of the models in Table 5, 
the chi-squares were not significant, and the adjusted goodness-of-fit-indexes were .90 or 
higher indicating that the models fit the data very well . 
Formal tests of group comparison showed no significant parent gender differences. 
However, there are certain differences in adolescent gender. Although only models for 
mothers' management showed statistically significant path differences for adolescent boys 
and girls, the overall differences were large enough to analyze the models for adolescent 
boys and girls separately. 
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The results also showed significant indirect effects for mother affective expression on 
girl's friendship quality (1=1.81), and parents' management behaviors on boy's friendship 
quality (1=1.89 & 1.71 for mothers and fathers, respectively). Fully recursive models were 
estimated as alternatives to the theoretical model. None of these estimations produced a 
better fit with the data nor did they demonstrate any direct effects between either parenting 
behavior or target behavior to sibling and later relationship quality. These findings provide 
additional support for the model which proposes that earlier family influences will only be 
indirectly related to later relationship quality through actual behaviors toward a close friend. 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effects of parenting behaviors 
on adolescent friendship quality. We hypothesized that parenting, including emotional 
expression and child management, would influence adolescent behaviors toward a close 
friend. Adolescent behaviors toward the close friend, in tum, were expected to affect their 
friendship quality. The results of the analyses were supportive of the proposed process model 
and were reasonably consistent with theoretical expectations: In general, parenting behaviors 
appear to influence adolescent relationship quality with a close friend indirectly through 
adolescent behaviors toward the close friend . 
Adolescent girls' friendship quality was significantly affected indirectly by mothers' 
affective expression. Although there was no significant difference between the mother-girl 
and father-girl model, fathers' affect had only a marginally significant effect. This was 
consistent with previous research indicating that mother-daughter relationships were stronger 
than father-daughter relationships (Steinberg, 1987). For the management model, neither 
mother nor father had a significant effect on adolescent girls' behaviors toward friends. 
Adolescent boys, however, showed a different story. Neither mother's nor father's affect had 
a significant effe_ct on the quality of boys' friendships. However, both mother's and father's 
managerial behaviors were significantly related to adolescent boys' friendship quality 
through adolescent boys' behaviors toward close friends . 
The results confirmed that parental influences continue into adolescence and 
contribute to adolescents' relationships with their close friends. Although correlations and 
path coefficients suggested that mothers showed somewhat stronger influences on 
adolescent friendships than fathers, these differences were not statistically significant. The 
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results, on the other hand, did show a clear pattern of adolescent gender differences: 
adolescent girls were more likely to be influenced by parental affective expression whereas 
adolescent boys were more likely to be influenced by parental managerial behaviors. 
The differences in adolescent gender which were found in this paper are consistent 
with previous research on adolescent gender differences in friendships. Smilansky (1991) 
and Maccoby ( 1990) argue that adolescent girls' expectations of friendship are focused on 
affective with intimacy more of an issue whereas boys seek the enjoyment of shared 
activity. Wright (1982:8) characterizes boys ' expectations as a "side-by-side" orientation 
focused on doing things together, while girls emphasize "face-to-face" talking. Given the 
evidence that girls prefer more emotional support and intimate disclosure in friendships, it 
seems reasonable that their success in close friendships would be enhanced by social 
learning from parents who are emotionally warm and low in hostility . On the other hand, 
since boys emphasize shared activities in their friendships, it seems reasonable that they 
would be most influenced by parental management and control which reflect adherence to 
appropriate rules and consequences for social interactions. 
The results also corroborated the indirect effects hypothesis. Fully recursive models 
showed no dire9t effect from parental behaviors to adolescent friendship quality . By adding 
target adolescent behaviors toward his/her close friend as a bridge, the results showed 
significant indirect effects for mother affective expression on girl's friendship quality, and 
parents' management behaviors on boy's friendship quality. 
In this study, for adolescent's interactions with parents, sibling, and a close friend, we 
used different observers to examine their behaviors. For relationship quality, we used self-
reports from both the target adolescent and his/her close friend since friendships are 
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commonly defined as a mutual relationship (e.g., Hartup, 1986). As a result, shared method . 
variance is minimized. Also, previous studies is that few studies have used a prospective, 
longitudinal research design. Cross-sectional research designs are unable to determine 
whether family processes affect friendships or vice versa. In this paper, we examined this 
connection longitudinally to explore the long term developmental consequences of parental 
behaviors for the establishment of close friendships. Finally, few studies have examined 
whether parental influences occur net of continuities in adolescent behavior. In order to 
distinguish family influence and individual differences, we included adolescent behaviors at 
the beginning of the study in the causal model. 
This study, however, has its own limitations, such as a smaller sample size due to the 
separation of boys and girls, and the rural origin of the sample. Despite the limitations, the 
study indicates that (a) parenting behaviors influence boys' and girls' behaviors toward their 
close friends differently, such that girls are more likely to be influenced by parents' affect 
whereas boys are more likely to be influenced by parents ' managerial strategies; and (b) 
parenting behaviors affect adolescent friendship quality indirectly through adolescent 
behaviors toward a close friend . 
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